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Bousge of Representatives

GOVERNMENT ACTIVITIES SUBCOMMITTEE
OF THE
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS

RaYBURN House OFFicE BuiLbing, Room B350-B
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515

December 5, 1967

The Honorable Charles L, Schultze
Director, Bureau of the Budget
Washipgton, D. C, 20503

Dear Charlie:

The Subcommittee is proceeding with the evaluatlion of the hearings on
Government management of data processing held in July., Because of the com-
plexity of the matters under consideration, a further period will be required
to prepare the Subcommittee's report., Meanwhile, certain facets of data K
processing usage merit immediaste attention, not only by appropriate offi-
cials of the Government, other large users, but by the data processing
manufacturing industry as wells

1. There is a need for specific problem definition in the dat
Froceesing stendardization effort.

During our hearings, practically every witness agreed to the vitel
irportance of "compatibility and standardization.” Over the years , thie
tern has achieved almost universal usage to describe a hasy, uncharted
problem area in computer ueage stemming from differences in data system
design and manufacture., Within the perimeter of this plmost meaningless
term lie countless problems of differing character and importance to which
the tern "standardizetion" has varying meaning and application. :

; We have followed, up to this point, a "grah bag" approach in attempting
10 deal with these problems. While we have idestified certain areas of
difficulty that compromise computer usage » the order and megnitude of owr
-effort has not been controlled by a disciplined trder of ority. Nor are
we exacting in the definition of the terms we use or of the ultimate goal
we seek to achieve., We have assumed without sufficlent basis that "stand-
ardization” -- whatever this term may mean -~ e am overall solution ¢o this
seatire problem area, although this approach might We either difficult,
dmpogsible, or ouwtweighed by some more acceptable, more practical solution.

It follows then that our efforts to increase data processing effective-
ness and efficlency requivas

(a) Appraisal of the entire compubsy environment to identify as

best we can those aspects of compuber systema where variances in design
or usage coupromise ubilizaticsis '
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(b) defining as specifically as possible the ultimate objective
gought to remedy these specific problems;

(c) defining the term Ystandardization” as this concept may
apply to these varying problems;

(4) inclusion within the standardization concept of some practical
means of evaluating the need for and the economic value of software and
hardware developments that would alter previously adopted gtandards or
affect data processing compatibility;

(e) determining whether "ctandardization" is essential, simply
desirable, or undesirable as a means of golution, and considering
poasible alternative courses of action as a more practical means to
achieve the objective sought.

2. The standardization effort must be altered to optimize results.

The data processing standardization effort operates within the traditional
concept followed by American industry for decades., In most instances, in other
areas the standardization effort consiste merely of vecognition of what hasg
already, through usage, become & de facto standard.

In data processing, the principal thruet chould be to determine and
develop standards in anticipation of usage. In most instances, in deta
processing, the potential for benefit has passed by the time a de facto
gtandard existe.

Congidering the structure of the standardization effort, as well as the
intricate network of organizations with varying interests which are often in
conflict, it is understandable why there are problems in achieving results
gufficiently early in any particular phase of the "state of the art" so that
users, as well as manufacturers, can receive some benefit from them.

Whatever the cause, the standardization effort is "oresting” too late
to meet demand. The delays are unacceptable no matter how understandable
their causes may be.

A critical reevaluation of the entire standardization effort must be made
to invigorate and speed up the process sO that the effort can be as effective
as possible in the solution of those problems that can be properly and pracpi-
cally dealt with through standardization.

3. Independent criteria jdentifying the characteristics of a nev
generation common computer language must be developed.

IEM has announced PL/l will receive primary support in future company
goftware development -- COBOL and FORTRAN only to the extent necessary to’
pmaintain industry-accepted standards. There is considerable sentiment among
those well-versed in COBOL end FORTRAN and not in the employ of IEM that
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there ie little value in PL/l. IBM claims the need for a machine-independent
language that will also lessen the demand for programmers. To those uninitiated
into the complexities of COBOL data handling, PL/) has a definite charm in

its relative simplicity despite the fact that, at least at present, there may

be no advantage in compiling and operating time -- the basic measures of
language efficiency.

Becauge of IBM's dominant position and the fact that new users most
likely will accept the apparent sdvantages of PL/l (compatibility and standardi-
zation problems normally are not as apparent in the initial stages of data
processing usage), it 1is recasonably predictable that in the absence of any
forceful, affirmative effort, PL/l could, by default, become the de facto
language of the next generation even though it may be less than the best.

USASI has undertaken a pre-standardization effort regarding PL/l. But,
such efforts are premature for there is no general independent criteria reflect-
ing user requirements and computer capabilities within the "state of the art"
to use as a measure ln evaluating the acceptability of this as a new generation
language,

Comparisons with COBOL and FORTRAN are not sufficient, Although advantages
may be shown, these may not be of a nature or degree sufficlent to qualify PL/l
as the next generation lsngusge. Furthermore, to the extent that any language
can be machine-independent, this quality in PL/l remains to be proved. CQther
preliminary questions must be answered; for example, the existence of effective
alternatives to standardization, whether the next common language (assuming the
applicability of the standardizetion concept ) should and can be of a higher
order of standard COBOL and FORTRAN, or whether optimum user benefit requires
adoption of a fundamental new approach to language development.

" Assuming the validity of applying the standardization concept to computer
languages and followlng development of general criteriea necessary or desirable
in a new generation language, then a truly effective and meaningful evaluation
could be made of PL/l ag well as any cther proposed languages or combinations
thereof. Under these circumstances, it would then be reasonable to expect LBMN,
under improved USASI procedures, to adopt changes in PL/1 (including the name
of the language) deemed necessary to meet the general criteria., Also, other
manufacturers, as well as principal user groups, could be expected to either
participate in thie standardization effort or accept whatever conclusions that
mey be reached.

It is unlikely lhat development of language criteria can take place within
the etructure of USASI, the National Bureau of Standerds, or any of the manu-
facturer or user oriented organizetions, For optimum results, a more detached
approach would probably be best. BSecond, the effort should attract the best
minds in the entire date processing community. All of the key people that are
needed are not included in the membership of these organizations. For this
reason, the Executive Branch should determine the feasibility of establishing
a quasi-formal working group or, in the alternative, solicit the imtereet of
some oxpptagseiicFosRilens e BO0H02/05 1 ClieRRP6IBER3IGARND (120003000110t in
dhe wdantification of new genewniion larcuage vrileria;
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L. The Bureau of the Budget must push completion of the Federal
Government 's software inventory. '

It has been assumed for years that standardization would bestow countless
benefits upon the PFederal Government, particularly in the software ares. Super-
ficially, at least, the possibility of broad interchange of programs and data
offers considerable promise, Undoubtedly, there would be advantages. 3Bui,
their nature and scope have not been authoritatively determined. A comprehen-
slve inventory of Government-owned software iz cesential in making any meaning-
ful evaluation in this area,

In addition, an “sveacowy OF Govermment software is needed as a data base
for Feder=l Zevernment policies relating to the procurement of next generation

languages. Economically, it may well be that despite the avallability of a

more effective, modern language, numerous applications in the Government would
fex years be best served through maintenance of older generation languages.
But to make the necegsary cost analyses, we must know what software we now
have. Therefore, development of the Government's software inventory as part
of our data proceseing information system should be given the highest priority.

In varying degrees, work is under way on many aspects of these problems.
In some areas, however, little if anything is being done. Our purpose is to
emphasize and invigorate these efforts in a more orderly manner, Literally
billiong in capital investment and in operational efficiency are at stake.,
And, we wust do the very best we can to provide for optimum deta processing
usage, not only in the Federal Government, but throughout the national econoy.
In July, 1966, the President stated the problem in these words:

"Computere will enable ug to achieve progress and benefite
which a decade ago were beyond our grasp., The technology is
available. Its potential for good has been amply demonstrated,
but it remains to be tapped in fuller measure."

This effort towards optimum utilization of data processing has the.
strong unyielding support of the President and the mandate of Congress.,
o believe it merits the support of the entire data processing community.

Sincerely,

Jack Brooks
Chairman
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Ernest Baynard, House Government
Activities Subcommittee, thought we might be
interested in the attached letter from Represen-
tative Brooke to BOB concerning data processing.
The letter is being forwarded to you for your
information and such disposition as you desire.
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